




























































		Figure	3:			Conceptual	model	of	teaching	as	a	‘toolkit’,	as	exemplified	in	CELTA-type	certificate	TESOL	courses	(Stanley,	2013,	p.7)		However,	the	CELTA’s	focus	on	procedural	rather	than	declarative	methodological	capital	can	be	seen	as	a	strength:	comparing	training	types,	Kanowski	(2004,	22)	found	that	some	teachers	valued	CELTA	over	Masters	courses	that	were	seen	as	‘too	theoretical’.	Among	the	practically-focused	CELTA	assessment	criteria,	for	example,	are	the	following:	• Setting	up	whole	class	and/or	group	or	individual	activities	appropriate	to	the	lesson	type		• Managing	the	learning	process	in	such	a	way	that	lesson	aims	are	achieved		• Making	use	of	materials,	resources	and	technical	aids	in	such	a	way	that	they	






Intercultural	capital	Declarative	intercultural	capital	is	developed	in	Masters	programmes	most	explicitly	through	courses	such	as	pragmatics	(where	language	and	the	expression	and	interpretation	of	meaning	are	considered	within	the	context	of	cultural	norms),	sociolinguistics,	discourse	analysis	and/or	intercultural	communication.	Additionally,	awareness	can	be	developed	implicitly	through	analysis	of	constructs	such	as	communicative	competence	and	associated	notions	of	context,	appropriateness	and	sociolinguistic	competence.	Procedural	intercultural	capital	is	accrued	most	obviously	in	the	very	process	of	students	interacting	with	their	peers	in	Masters	programmes	that	are	increasingly	multicultural	in	terms	of	the	makeup	of	the	student	body.	In	addition,	for	many	teachers,	an	ELT	Masters	degree	is	an	opportunity	to	spend	an	extended	period	living	outside	their	home	country	and	during	which	they	inevitably	negotiate	interculturality	on	a	daily	basis.		Interculturality	is	neglected	in	the	assessment	criteria	of	the	CELTA,	which	prioritize	practical	teaching	methodology	and	a	limited	declarative	knowledge	of	language.	There	is	little	time	for	widening	their	scope	to	include	the	development	of	students’	intercultural	capital,	whether	declarative	or	procedural.	However,	there	is	scope	for	the	creative	interpretation	of	course	criteria	to	justify	the	inclusion	of	cultural	content	and	an	awareness	of	cultures	of	learning.	For	example,	the	CELTA’s	assessment	criteria	include	the	following:	• Teaching	a	class	with	an	awareness	of	learning	styles	and	cultural	factors	that	may	affect	learning		• Acknowledging,	when	necessary,	learners’	backgrounds	and	previous	learning	experiences		• Establishing	good	rapport	with	learners	and	ensuring	they	are	fully	involved	in	learning	activities		• Providing	clear	contexts	and	a	communicative	focus	for	language		• Showing	awareness	of	differences	in	register 		The	inclusion	of	explicit	cultural	content	under	these	criteria	relies	on	trainers’	own	interpretation	of	the	assessment	criteria,	and	their	familiarity	with	and	belief	in	the	importance	of	intercultural	capital	as	a	component	of	teacher	capital.	This	may	in	turn	depend	on	the	trainer’s	own	educational	and	experiential	backgrounds,	as	there	is	little	backwash	pressure	from	assessment	to	make	it	integral.	As	a	result,	
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students’	development	of	declarative	intercultural	capital	is	not	guaranteed	on	such	courses.	As	in	Masters	programmes,	the	development	of	students’	procedural	intercultural	capital	is	process	based	rather	than	taught	explicitly.	CELTA	courses	are	available	around	the	world	and	students	often	travel	to	undertake	courses	in	countries	other	than	their	own.	Whether	in	an	English-dominant	context	(e.g.	Sydney	or	London)	or	a	non	English-dominant	one	(e.g.	Barcelona	or	Cairo),	candidates	are	exposed	to	intercultural	communication	by	virtue	of	the	fact	that	their	teaching	practice	students	and/or	peers	and	trainers	are	likely	to	be	from	multiple	countries.	It	is	the	case,	therefore,	that	undertaking	a	CELTA	is	likely	to	involve	experiencing	real-life	intercultural	communication	and	negotiation.		
	
Discussion	and	conclusion	Given	the	absence	of	an	industry	standard	as	to	what	constitutes	a	‘qualified’	English	language	teacher,	and	the	resultant	variability	in	what	different	organizations	require	of	those	looking	to	secure	English	language	teaching	positions,	we	believe	that	there	is	value	in	the	kind	of	teaching	capital	framework	proposed	here	and	which	allows	for	a	meaningful	analysis	and	comparison	of	programme	and	teacher	‘types’.	In	road	testing	that	framework,	we	have	acquired	an	interesting	and	insightful	perspective	on	the	two	qualification	types	invoked	for	that	purpose:		the	Cambridge	Certificate	in	English	Language	Teaching	to	Adults	(CELTA),	and	the	Masters	degree	in	ELT/Applied	Linguistics.	We	conclude	with	a	summary	of	our	reflections.		The	CELTA	retains	high	currency	particularly	in	language	schools.	However,	it	is	frequently	criticized	on	the	grounds	that	it	tries	to	achieve	more	than	is	possible	is	a	one-month	training	programme.	At	issue	is	its	solution-based	training	model:	course	brevity	can	be	achieved	only	by	reducing	teaching	to	a	series	of	formulaic	moves	that	are	replicated	though	practice.	Teaching,	however,	is	a	far	more	complex	undertaking	that	cannot	be	reduced	to	surface-level	learning	and	the	replication	of	such	moves	–	a	going	through	the	‘correct’	motions.	If	teaching	were	entirely	predictable,	and	if	the	teaching	context	were	very	similar	to	the	training	context,	this	model	might	be	sufficient,	and	certificate-trained	teachers	could	hope	to	enjoy	classroom	success.	But	it	is	not.	Teachers	frequently	encounter	different	cultures	of	education,	different	student	types	and	new	classroom	situations,	and	this	means	that	a	one-size-fits-all	toolkit	that	‘works’	in	the	training	environment	may	not	work	elsewhere.	Without	a	clear	understanding	of	the	underpinning	methodological	rationale,	teachers	may	flounder.	Applying	the	teaching	capital	framework	to	the	type	of	skills	and	knowledge	assumed	and	conferred	by	such	courses	helps	make	this	shortcoming	apparent.		There	is	good	reason,	then,	to	doubt	the	roundedness	of	trainees	who	graduate	from	CELTA-type	programmes.	Not	only	are	they	equipped	with	fairly	minimal	systemic	knowledge	of	English	and	a	modest	6-8	hours	of	observed	classroom	teaching	practice	but,	more	importantly,	they	lack	the	facility	–	associated	with	education	rather	than	training	programmes	–	to	reflect	on	their	practice	in	light	of	theory	and	to	adjust	their	pedagogical	approaches	according	to	teaching	circumstances.	
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Encouraging	such	informed	reflection	and	flexibility	is	a	luxury	not	permitted	in	a	programme	whose	main	objective	(rightly	or	wrongly)	is	to	get	teachers	into	English	language	classrooms	as	quickly	as	possible	with	a	few	key	‘survival’	techniques	in	their	armoury.	We	believe	that	language	students,	who	often	pay	substantial	tuition	fees,	have	a	right	to	teachers	who	have	undergone	more	robust	preparation	and	who	have	the	ability	to	reflect	on	and,	where	necessary,	adapt	their	declarative	and	procedural	knowledge	respectively.	Moreover,	the	profession	has	an	ethical	responsibility	to	ensure	that	it	produces	such	teachers	and	that	it	does	not	consent	to	anything	less.		On	their	own	terms,	however,	CELTA-type	courses	do	all	that	can	reasonably	be	asked	of	a	programme	of	one-month’s	duration	and	it	is	perhaps	the	language	schools	–	and	other	organizations	–	that	regard	it,	alone,	as	adequate	teacher	preparation,	whose	judgement	needs	questioning.		For	those	institutions	that	see	a	Masters	in	TESOL	as	the	gold	standard,	there	is	a	need	to	be	equally	discriminating	and	take	the	trouble	to	investigate	the	particular	degree	programme	from	which	candidates	for	teaching	positions	have	graduated	and	the	rigor	with	which	standards	have	been	upheld	in	selecting	and	assessing	candidates.	While	many	ELT	Masters	programmes	share	core	components,	this	is	not	true	of	a	teaching	practicum.	We	would	contend	that	teachers	whose	Masters	degrees	either	lacked	a	practical	teaching	component	altogether,	or	incorporated	a	practicum	that	was	not	assessed	by	suitably	qualified	and	standardized	teacher	educators,	are	not	ideally	qualified	to	teach.	Where	students	are	teaching	and	studying	simultaneously,	this	is	something	of	a	halfway	house	–	not	ideal	in	that	it	is	not	observed,	but	with	the	advantage	of	giving	students	the	opportunity	to	apply	immediately	what	they	are	learning	in	their	ELT	programme.	In	addition,	the	requirement	to	undertake	an	assessed	teaching	practicum	allows	for	the	identification	of	candidates	whose	own	procedural	knowledge	of	English	is	insufficient	for	them	to	be	effective	as	teachers	of	the	language.	However,	our	experience	in	the	ELT	industry	indicates	that	regardless	of	this	fact,	a	significant	number	of	such	candidates	go	on	to	graduate	and	become	practising	teachers.	In	the	same	way	as	we	would	question	the	ethics	of	CELTA-only	teachers,	we	equally	question	the	practice	of	hiring	teachers	whose	own	procedural	knowledge	of	English	is	insufficient	or,	in	the	case	of	graduates	of	Masters	degrees	lacking	a	properly	assessed	practicum,	unproven.		We	would	argue,	therefore,	that	neither	CELTA-type	qualifications	nor	Masters	degrees	in	TESOL	are,	in	themselves,	adequate	preparation	in	all	six	areas	of	our	‘qualified	teacher’	framework.	While	CELTA-trained	teachers	may	enjoy	procedural	knowledge	of	language	and	pedagogy,	most	will	lack	declarative	knowledge	of	these	areas	and	also	of	interculturality.	Similarly,	while	we	would	expect	Masters-educated	teachers	to	have	a	thorough	grounding	in	pedagogical,	linguistic	and	perhaps	intercultural	declarative	knowledge,	their	ability	to	apply	this	may	be	less	convincing	as	many	will	lack	procedural	knowledge	of	pedagogy	and	perhaps	also	language.	Teachers	qualified	by	either	CELTA	or	Masters	degrees	may	or	may	not	
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enjoy	intercultural	procedural	knowledge	depending	on	their	individual	circumstances;	neither	qualification	offers	any	guarantees	in	this	respect.		The	framework	we	have	outlined	is	designed	to	help	institutions	and	other	stakeholders,	including	training	bodies	and	teachers	themselves,	to	both	understand	the	strengths	as	well	as	identify	and	rectify	the	skills	and	knowledge	‘gaps’	that	can	result	from	different	types	of	teacher	preparation.	This	is	vital,	and	our	road	test	suggests	that	neither	CELTA-type	courses	nor	Masters	degrees	in	ELT/Applied	Linguistics	–	the	two	types	on	which	we	have	chosen	to	focus	–	confer	a	complete	set	of	ELT	skills.	Furthermore,	certain	ESL/EFL	contexts	may	require	a	more	nuanced	evaluation	of	how	qualified	a	given	teacher	is.	For	example,	where	the	teaching	of	younger	children	or	adolescents	is	the	primary	concern,	employers	may	look	for	evidence	of	a	degree	module	such	as	‘Teaching	Young	Learners’	within	applicants’	Master’s	degree	transcripts	–	possibly	in	addition	to	a	more	general	education	qualification.	In	this	respect,	the	framework	outlined	here	would	serve	as	an	initial	screening	mechanism.	Notwithstanding	this,	other	course	types	may	tick	more	of	the	boxes	on	the	teaching	capital	framework	than	either	a	Masters	degree	or	CELTA:	Cambridge	DELTA	(Diploma	in	English	Language	Teaching	to	Adults)	may	be	one	such	course,	as	might	a	Bachelors	degree	in	Education	with	a	substantial,	suitably	assessed,	teaching	practicum	focusing	on	ELT.	As	with	Masters	and	CELTA	programmes,	the	proposed	framework	offers	a	critical	tool	with	which	to	evaluate	those	alternatives.	
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